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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yoneda 
(4,1 17,752) in view of Mowery, Jr (2,785,710), hereinafter Mowery, and in further view of 
Razzano (6,564,909). Regarding claim 20, Yoneda teaches a woodworking machine 
including a cutting tool 14 for cutting workpieces, a motor 10 configured to drive the cutting 
tool 14, and detection system configured to detect a dangerous condition between a person 
and the cutting tool 14. Yoneda also teaches a reaction system 20 controllable to stop the 
cutting tool 14 if the dangerous condition is detected by the detection system. See Figs. 1-5 
and col. 2, lines 14-65 and col. 3, lines 14-26 in Yoneda. Yoneda does not teach a control 
system configured to determine the operability of the reaction system without having to 
operate the reaction system. 

Yoneda teaches a bake mechanism 20 for the saw 14. Yoneda teaches that the brake 
mechanism is a clamp brake. Mowery teaches a brake mechanism that includes brake shoes 
27. See Figs. 1-2 and col. 1, lines 70-73 and col. 2, lines 1-5 in Mowery. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to replace Yoneda' s brake mechanism with the 
brake mechanism, as taught by Mowery, since both the brake mechanism in Yoneda and the 
brake mechanism in Mowery are functionally equivalent and both stop the saw from rotating. 
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Razzano teaches a brake mechanism or a reaction system including brake pad 1 for 
stopping rotation of disk 2. Razzano also teaches a control system 32 configured to determine 
the operability of the reaction system without having to operate the reaction system. It should 
be noted that the wear of the brake pad 1 or the friction block 8 is monitored by the control 
system 32 at all times which also includes the time that the reaction system in not operating. 
See col, 1, lines 15-20 and col. 3, lines 1-50. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide Yoneda's woodworking machine, as modified by Mowery, 
with the control system, as taught by Razzano in order to monitor the brake shoes and detect 
the wear of the brake shoes and prevent possible injuries. 
3. Claims 1,11, 21, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yoneda in view of Mowery and in further view of Razzano and Doherty 
(6,235,195). Regarding claim 1, Yoneda teaches a woodworking machine including a cutting 
tool 14 for cutting workpieces, a motor 10 configured to drive the cutting tool 14, and 
detection system configured to detect a dangerous condition between a person and the cutting 
tool 14. Yoneda also teaches a reaction system 20 controllable to stop the cutting tool 14 if 
the dangerous condition is detected by the detection system. See Figs. 1-5 and col. 2, lines 
14-65 and col. 3, lines 14-26 in Yoneda. Yoneda does not teach a control system configured 
to determine the operability of the reaction system without having to operate the reaction 
system and to disable the motor if the reaction system is inoperable. 

Yoneda teaches a bake mechanism 20 for the saw 14. Yoneda teaches that the brake 
mechanism is a clamp brake, Mowery teaches a brake mechanism that includes brake shoes 
27. See Figs. 1-2 and col. 1, lines 70-73 and col. 2, lines 1-5 in Mowery. It would have been 
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obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to replace Yoneda's brake mechanism with the 
brake mechanism, as taught by Mowery, since both the brake mechanism in Yoneda and the 
brake mechanism in Mowery are functionally equivalent and both stop the saw from rotating. 

Razzano teaches a brake mechanism or a reaction system including brake pad 1 for 
stopping rotation of disk 2. Razzano also teaches a control system 32 configured to determine 
the operability of the reaction system without having to operate the reaction system. It should 
be noted that the wear of the brake pad 1 or the friction block 8 is monitored by the control 
system 32 at all times which also includes the time that the reaction system in not operating. 
See col. 1, lines 15-20 and col. 3, lines 1-50. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide Yoneda's woodworking machine, as modified by Mowery, 
with the control system, as taught by Razzano in order to monitor the brake shoes and detect 
the wear of the brake shoes and prevent possible injuries. 

Yoneda, as modified above, teaches that the control system is configured to determine 
the operability of the reaction system without having to operate the reaction system. Yoneda, 
as modified by Razzano, teaches that if the reaction system is not operable a waning signal is 
generated. See lines 15-20 in Razzano. The warning signal is generated in the case that the 
brake shoes wear beyond the threshold. This is also taught in Kobayashi et al. (3,716,1 13). 
Yoneda, as modified above does not teach that the control system disables the motor if the 
reaction system is not operable. However, the use of control system to generate a warning 
signal in the case of emergency or to disable the motor instead of generating a warning signal 
in the case of emergency is well known in the art such as taught by Doherty. Doherty teaches 
a control system that generates a warning signal and disables the motor 80 in the case of 
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inoperability of the safety panel that covers a machine. See Figs. 1-3 and col. 3, lines 40-67 
and col. 4, lines 1-67 in Doherty. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide Yoneda's woodworking machine, as modified above, with the control 
system that generates warning signal and shuts down the motor in the case that the reaction 
system in not operable. Because, simultaneously shutting down the motor and generating a 
warning signal improve the reaction system and safety of the machine. 

Regarding claim 11, Yoneda, as modified by above, teaches everything noted above 
including that the brake mechanism or the reaction system 20 is adapted to be electrically 
coupled to the control system, as modified by Razzano and Doherty, and where the control 
system is configured to disable the motor if the brake mechanism or the reaction system is 
not coupled to the control system. 

Regarding claim 21,Yoneda, as modified above, teaches everything noted above 
including that the control system is adapted to at least check a portion of the brake system or 
the reaction system to verify that the portion of the brake system or the reaction system is 
operational. Yoneda's control system, as modified by above, tests the braking system as the 
whole, which also includes a portion of the braking system. Yoneda's control system, as 
modified by above, also is not running or actuating the motor if the brake system or the 
reaction system 20 is not operational. 

Regarding claims 28 and 30, Yoneda as modified above, teaches everything noted 
above including a reaction system adapted to perform a specified action upon detection of a 
dangerous condition and a self-test system adapted to test operability of the brake system. 
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4. Claims 2, 3, and 3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yoneda in view of Mowery, Razzano, and Doherty, as applied to claims 1 and 30, and in 
further view of Balban (3,863,208). Regarding claims 2, 3, and 31, Yoneda, as modified 
above, teaches everything noted above except that the reaction system includes a capacitor 
adapted to store electrical charge and to trigger the disabling of the cutting tool upon 
discharge of the at least part of the electrical charge and were the control system is 
configured to determine the capacitance of the capacitor. Yoneda, as modified above, also 
fails to expressly teach that the reaction system includes a fusible member and where the 
control system is configured to determine the condition of the fusible member. Yoneda, as 
modified above, teaches that the motor is disabled if the brake or the reaction system does 
not properly function. Yoneda, as modified above, also teaches that the electric circuit 
provides the single for disabling the motor. Yoneda does not expressly teach that electric 
circuit has a capacitor that discharges part of it discharge for triggering the disabling of the 
cutting tool However, Balban teaches a system to monitor an electric circuit including a 
sensing portion for circuit malfunctions and provide a warning system to the operator 
vehicle. Balban also teaches a control system that monitors the electric charge level in the 
capacitor of a reaction system. Balban also teaches that the capacitor triggers the firing 
circuit responsible for inflating a confinement adjacent the vehicle steering wheel. Balban 
also teaches that reaction system includes a fusible member F1-F4 and where the control 
system is configured to determine the condition of the fusible member. It should be noted 
that the control system monitors the whole electric circuit for malfunctioning. Therefore, the 
condition of fuse of the reaction system inherently is determined by the control system. See 
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Figs. 1-4 and col. 2, lines 21-47 and col. 3, lines 42-58 in Balban. It would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to equip Yoneda's reaction system, as 
modified above, with the capacitor and fuse, as taught by Balban, in order to disable the 
cutting tool with an electric circuit that can be monitored for malfunctions and consequently 
enhance the safety system of the cutting tool. 

Response to Amendment 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 20, 28, and 30 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sickle (3,593,266), Luenser (3,93 1,727), Nymann (4,029,159), and Davis (5,206,625) teach 
a safety system having a reaction system and a control system. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ghassem Alie whose telephone number is (571) 272-4501. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Allan Shoap can be reached on (571) 272-4514. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 272-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
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for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, SEE http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (too-free). 



GA/ga 

January 20, 2006 



Allan N.Shoap 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group 3700 



